In recent years, a number of issues and scandals within academic publishing have come to light. Not only have there been the high profile cases of author misconduct (e.g., blatant acts of plagiarism, Balter, 2012 ; cases involving the faking of data, Enserink, 2011) , but issues of editor ethics have also begun to pervade the public discourse. For example, accusations of coercive citations have emerged, in which editors and reviewers request that authors cite specific nonessential works, especially those featured in a given journal, to improve impact factors (Wilhite & Fong, 2012) . Similarly, citation cartels (Davis, 2012) have been shown to exist whereby editors collaborate across journals, encouraging citations of articles in each other's journals to boost impact while minimizing self-citation. Indeed, these behaviors undermine both individual research studies as well as the overall credibility of the science (Rupp, 2011) . This paper discusses editor ethics and responsibility and recent steps made in the field to promote ethical behavior among editors of academic journals. First, we outline many of the most salient ethical issues in the publication process, where editors play a role in curbing unethical behavior, and existing efforts to do so. Second, we highlight Journal Editor Ethics, a current initiative by a number of journal editors to hold each other accountable for ethical behavior in their roles as editors of scientific journals. Third, we discuss how the Editor Code of Ethics may promote ethical behavior through commitment to the code and continued discourse about publication ethics.
Existing Efforts to Address Editor Ethics

Committee on Publication Ethics
The emergence, or rather the revelation, of unethical and irresponsible journal editor practices has led to a heightened discourse on publication ethics in academia. In 1997, a group of journal editors from the UK established the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) with the purpose of discussing misconduct in research and publications (http:// www. publicationethics. org). Since its establishment, COPE has provided resources for editors, including a code of conduct, that act as guidelines for best practices as well as recommendations for dealing with issues of misconduct (via newsletters, seminars, and other forums). The code of conduct is generally structured around the various parties to whom an editor is accountable and the extent of his/her responsibilities toward these parties. Other topics addressed in the code deal with data and intellectual property, appeals and complaints, and conflicts of interest. For example, with regard to reviewers, editors are urged to encourage reviewers to come to them when they suspect misconduct; to share reviewers' comments with authors (though some exceptions may be appropriate); and to acknowledge reviewers' contributions (COPE, 2011) . COPE considers the ethical responsibilities of editors throughout the entire publication process, from peer review to selecting editorial board members to communications with readers. This broad view is evidenced in the types of cases of editorial and publication ethics COPE addresses, of which there are over forty. This range of cases includes data fabrication, redundant publications, and reviewer misconduct. Through this activity, COPE has increased awareness and communication of publishing ethics.
Impact of Social Sciences Project
Other organizations, such as the London School of Economics and Political Science, have also contributed to this discourse through their Impact of Social Sciences project. The project includes a blog in which researchers have broadly discussed research and its interaction with and impact on society at large. Although the featured authors address topics related to broad social impact, such as open access to scholarly articles (e.g., Carling, 2012) and public policy (e.g., Newman, 2012) , the authors also address issues related to publication ethics, including alternatives to measuring impact (e.g., Becker, 2012) . While the contributors to this blog have not directly addressed editor ethics, their articles on the previously mentioned issues offer insight into the future of academic publishing and ways to address outstanding issues in academic publishing. For example, open access to authors' drafts of previously published papers might offer a way to track manuscript changes, thus documenting any additional citations, the removal of null findings, and other edits that relate to publication ethics. Further, while the blog analyzes, addresses, and criticizes the publishing industry directly (e.g., Haynes, 2013) , it indirectly implicates editors in these issues as contributors to and stakeholders in the publication industry.
Academy of Management Code of Ethics
The Academy of Management launched a Code of Ethics in 2005 and since then has created a web video series and blog (The Ethicist) to address issues related to ethics in the organizational sciences, particularly in research. Its web video series addresses issues such as authorship, plagiarism, and reporting research. The video most directly related to editor and reviewer ethics focuses on reviewing manuscripts ("Ethics Video Series: Reviewing Manuscripts," http:// www. youtube. com/ watch?v= 8fLUv7dfLuI&list= PL65B059BC12E 75502 & index= 7). Experts in the organizational sciences, including individuals who have served as journal editors, weigh in on whether scholars should review manuscripts they have reviewed before, if it is appropriate to cite works they are reviewing, and whether reviewers should decline invitations if they lack expertise in the content area. Further, the video also includes excerpts from the Academy of Management's Code of Ethics that directly relate to reviewer ethics. The blog The Ethicist has also addressed editor and reviewer ethical dilemmas. For example, Eden (2011) highlighted threats to double blind review in the Internet age. Reviewers can easily access conference presentations or preliminary versions of papers through Google Scholar and even academics' personal web pages. These technological advances threaten complete author anonymity and impact reviewers' ability to provide a completely blind review (Rupp, 2011) .
Special Issue in Perspectives on Psychological Science
Journals and other academic publications have encouraged and provided opportunities for researchers to discuss editor and journal ethics. Perspectives on Psychological Science included a special issue on replication of science that published articles on replication of findings directly (e.g., Francis, 2012; Klein et al., 2012; Makel, Plucker, & Hegarty, 2012) , null findings (Ferguson & Heene, 2012) and confirmatory research (Wagenmakers, Wetzels, Borsboom, van der Maas, & Keivit, 2012) . As a collection, these papers speak to issues in reproducibility, namely, the extent to which replication research is actually conducted and how often findings are reproduced (Makel, Plucker, & Hegarty, 2012 ), author's capitalization on chance and reports of inflated effects (Bakker, van Dijk, & Wicherts, 2012) , aversion to null findings (Ferguson & Heene, 2012) , and the preference for and pressure to have a good research narrative (i.e., one in which results confirm hypotheses; Giner-Sorolla, 2012). The latter half of this issue also provides actionable feedback for authors, reviewers, and editors on how to encourage the replication of previous studies, including providing outlets for replications within journals (Koole & Lakens, 2012) , methods for promoting better science in light of reproducibility issues (Nosek, Spies, & Motyl, 2012) , and conducting confirmatory research (Wagenmakers, Wetzels, Borsboom, van der Maas, & Kievit, 2012) . The special issue as a whole provides many suggestions for editors in terms of ethical practices, especially in relation to promoting good science. The issue suggests that editors, where appropriate, should be open to considering replications and reporting null findings. Finally, to make steps toward the goal of publishing quality and reputable advances in science, editors and reviewers should include checklists to ensure that all pertinent information is included in papers (e.g., effect sizes, power analysis, missing data; see American Psychological Association, 2008).
Reproducibility Project
In addition, the establishment of the Reproducibility Project, which is sponsored by the Open Science Framework and coordinated by Brian Nosek and Jeffrey Spies, brings attention to the issue of replication in the social sciences (Carpenter, 2012) . The Open Science Framework enables researchers to work collaboratively and with greater transparency into the research process (e.g., sharing and registering research materials with other researchers) and is described as "part network of research materials, part version control system, and part collaboration software" (Open Science Framework, http:// www. open science framework. org/ project/ 4znZP/ wiki/ home). Acknowledging that practices in publication contribute to biased results, the leaders of this project aim to replicate studies from Psychological Science, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, and the Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition. They hope to address two key questions-if there is a higher rate of positive results in published studies than theoretically expected, and whether or not studies are actually reproducible. This project will not only encourage researchers to evaluate the work of their peers, but also will encourage editors to maintain higher standards when evaluating experimental research for publication. This may also lead reviewers and editors to be more apt to request results that were not included in an original submission in order to provide greater transparency and a more accurate representation of phenomena being studied. Further, the hope is that journal editors might push for the publication of replications in their journals, with the goal of contributing to the efforts started by the Reproducibility Project.
Debate Featured in Industrial and Organizational Psychology: Perspectives on Science and Practice
Within the field of Industrial/Organizational Psychology, a focal paper has been published in the Society of I/O Psychology's flagship journal that seeks to uncover various forms of unethical behavior and corruption among authors, reviewers, editors, and journals (Kepes & McDaniel, in press ). The authors posit that these issues have significantly distorted our scientific knowledge and make recommendations for field-level change. They offer actionable suggestions for editors and reviewers during the review process to help curtail issues such as "chasing the significant," HARKing (i.e., hypothesizing after results are known, Kerr, 1998) , replication, and publication bias. Primarily, they argue that peer review should proceed in a two-stage fashion. The first stage would involve a review of only the introduction, methods, and analysis, while the second stage would review the manuscript in full. They also argue that authors should provide all data and syntax used to analyze their data and propose that journals publish null findings and replication studies. These practices would discourage HARKing and recommendations for changes in hypotheses, the dropping of hypotheses, the dropping of full studies, and the dropping of null findings. These practices would also encourage greater transparency with regard to data analyses and research findings.
Special Issue of Management and Organization Review
Another publication giving attention to the issues of editor ethics is the journal Management and Organization Review. This journal published a special issue on research and publishing ethics in which scholars touched on topics such as ethical dilemmas faced by authors (e.g., Chen, 2011; Kirkman & Chen, 2011) and reviewers (Rupp, 2011) . Two of the papers within this issue focused on editor ethics. First, Rupp (2011) addresses these issues by, rather than providing broad stroke recommendations for editor practices, discussing aspects of the editorial process in which editors might find themselves facing ethical dilemmas. Specifically, she addresses desk rejections, reviewer assignments, HARKing, validity evidence, and balancing quality with publication rate. In terms of desk rejections, Rupp outlines the dilemmas editors find themselves in when attempting to ease tensions between over-extended reviewers and authors who deserve a fair chance at publication. She states that editors have a responsibility to assign reviewers according to their expertise and to provide balanced perspective during the review process, and advises editors to be aware of HARKing, which creates non-replicable theory and distorts results. She promotes a holistic view of validation, stressing that editor focus on validity will help allow for scientific communities' inferential confidence in authors' measures. Lastly, Rupp discusses the responsibility of editors to make decisions that are in the best interest of scientific progress rather than in political gain.
Rupp also provides some guidelines for how reviewers should provide feedback, critically examine manuscripts, and promote the spirit of double blind review, even though technology often enables us to identify authors. Through addressing these issues, more concrete and actionable ways for editors and reviewers to engage in ethical behavior are highlighted, with the conclusion that editors and reviewers have an obligation to uphold ethical standards while serving in their roles, thereby calling for these individuals to incorporate and integrate ethical norms into their practices within the realm of scholarly research.
In the same MOR special issue on research and publishing ethics Aguinis and Vaschetto (2011) highlight the ethical dilemma faced by editors, namely, the opposing obligations to serving one's journal and focusing on one's own career and work. They recommend that editors take a multi-stakeholder or triple-bottom line framework, where authors, reviewers, universities, and the field at large are considered when making policy decisions on behalf of the journal. Specifically, while editors have obligations to serve their own needs, they also have an obligation to primary and secondary stakeholders (e.g., authors and society at large, respectively). Editors addressing obligations to authors, for example, through timely, thorough, and fair peer review processes improve the quality of research that is published within their journal. Thus, the editors contribute to their scholarly field and even society at large, by publishing quality scientific research. However, they also note that this dedication is often rewarded through increased status for the journal and editorial team (Aguinis & Vaschetto, 2011, p. 415-416 four specific behaviors which affirming editors agree to carry out. These include refraining from the practice of coercive citations; decoupling journal marketing from anything tied to peer review and editorial decision making; encouraging data transparency, the reporting of null results, replication and concealed post-hoc theorizing; and communicating/ promoting these practices publicly. Table 1 lists the code in its entirety.
Whereas this code complements the many other codes and efforts described above, the movement generated by this team of researchers was intended to be proactive and to generate grassroots action specifically by editors, coupled with behavioral intent that will ultimately serve to allay editorial misconduct (Jaschik, 2012) . The philosophy behind the movement corresponds with what research has uncovered in the areas of "soft law"-which refers to looser forms of regulatory governance that does not have the force of law or threat of penalty, but that supports autonomous decision making, creates normative social pressures, and eventually leads parties to come to internalize the values undergirding the voluntary code (Conley & Williams, 2005; Rupp, Williams, & Aguilera, 2011; Williams, 2004) .
After developing the code, the founding editors solicited editors of journals across the organizational and social sciences to obtain their commitment to the code. To begin this process of support and commitment to the code, the founding editors first identified and contacted editors at the top-ranked organizational, applied psychology, and management journals (see www. editorethics. uncc. edu). As the editors at these journals began to publicly affirm the code, other editors and associate editors began to also directly publicly affirm.
The founding editors then promoted the code of conduct through academic listserves, social media, press releases, and academically-oriented press organizations. Currently, 116 editors have affirmed the code, as have 86 associate editors (see Table 2 ). While the majority of these individuals serve journals in the organizational sciences, other fields represented include sports and exercise, counseling psychology, consumer psychology, biology, and medicine.
As has been the case with other voluntary commitments to responsible behavior (e.g., , it is hoped that editors' affirmation of the code will lead to their taking responsibility for their behavior not just because of normative pressures from the scientific community but because of an The Editors and Associate Editors listed below, although also bound by the ethical standards already in place at their respective journals, their sponsoring professional associations, and/or their disciplinary fields in general, affirm, as individual editors and scholars (not on behalf of their journals or sponsoring associations) the importance of the following practices: I. Refraining from coercive citation practices. Namely, in both public submission guidelines, as well as within the peer review process, authors will be encouraged to omit citations that are irrelevant to a paper's main thesis. Specifically, I will refrain from encouraging authors to cite my journal, or those of my colleagues, unless the papers suggested are pertinent to specific issues raised within the context of the review. I acknowledge that any blanket request to cite a particular journal, as well as the suggestion of citations without a clear explanation of how the additions address a specific gap in the paper, is coercive and unethical. II. Encouraging my journal, its staff, and its sponsors and publishers to keep marketing strategies separate from the peer review process (if applicable). This could include but is not limited to using author or reviewer databases for mass marketing purposes; allowing publishers to use the peer review systems to market online access or subscription information; and allowing publishers' financial motives to drive strategy that has a non-science-based bearing on the peer review process. III. In recognizing the global dialog regarding data fraud, research integrity, and implicit pressures on authors to manipulate findings, hide results, etc., I will, whenever possible and appropriate given the scope of my journal, encourage: a) data transparency including identifying potential conflicts of interest, b) citing of archival data sources properly, and for one-off data collections, describing the full set of variables and other publications emerging from the data sample under review; c) to consider publishing theoretically/methodologically-relevant null results; d) support of substantive and important replication efforts; e) and discourage opportunistic and atheoretical post-hoc hypothesizing. IV. Communicating these and other relevant ethical standards to my associate editors and board members, and conveying these principles within appropriate public forums (e.g., editors' panels at professional conferences). Authors who feel that these practices have been violated should be encouraged to bring their questions, with reference to this Code, to the attention of the Editor whose actions (or whose publisher's/sponsor's actions) may be in question. V. I approve of this Code and its signatories being posted on a public Internet site.
increased internalization of the values inherent in the promotion of research ethics. It is also hoped that this will be further facilitated via continued scholarly discourse. One such vehicle for this is the Journal Editor Ethics web platform. Technological features of this platform provide unique affordances to its community of scholars (Treem & Leonardi, 2012) . Specifically, the web platform offers higher degrees of visibility of ethical discourse and behavior, relative permanence and accessibility of ethics resources, and mutual editability of the code of ethics. The message board and comment sections particularly give scholars a place and a voice to discuss enhancement of the code of conduct and other developments toward editor ethics and responsibility. These two features allow for the discourse to remain visible and permanent, albeit through an evergrowing, organic process of revision.
The website also affords its members the ability to continue establishing a community of recognition for proactive ethical practices within the academic community. This is well underway as the website also warehouses links to other ongoing ethics-related efforts, such as the codes of conduct from the Journal of International Business Studies and the European Science Foundation as well as the initiatives highlighted in this paper.
Conclusion
The convergence of editors, reviewers, and other figures involved in the research process, at conferences, in print, within online communities, and via other physical or virtual gatherings allow for on-going dialogue regarding the standards by which we should be conducting, reviewing, shepherding, and disseminating research. This remains a dynamic and ever-evolving process, carried out with transparency and in consideration of the myriad stakeholders involved with scholarly research. The goals presented in this paper, while lofty, are meant to be realistic, actionable, and universal. The publishing industry should be a catalyst for, not a detriment to, scientific progress. Journal editors control the quality of science that reaches the scientific community. They have a profound responsibility as the gatekeepers of scientific knowledge. We argue that editor ethics and social responsibility can play a role in reducing unethical behavior in the scientific community, more generally. As the community of journal editors is a small one, but one with a great deal of power, small steps by those is such positions, agreeing to and affirming a code of conduct, could have substantive effects on both the fairness of the publication process, as well as the dissemination of knowledge. Williams, C. A. (2004) . Civil society initiatives and "soft law" in the oil and gas industry.
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